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In addition to the Payson land, this legisla-

tion facilitates the Diamond Point land ex-
change. The Forest Service will acquire a 495-
acre parcel, known as the Q Ranch, in an 
area where previous acquisitions have been 
completed and Federal land has been consoli-
dated. 

In exchange, the Diamond Point Summer 
Homes Association will acquire 108 acres of 
Federal land that have been occupied since 
the 1950’s by the association’s 45 residential 
cabins. 

The land exchanges in this legislation are 
supported by the town of Payson, the Gila 
County Board of Supervisors, the Rim County 
Regional Chamber of Commerce, the Payson 
Regional Economic Development Corporation 
and the National Park Service. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation benefits local 
communities, the Federal Government and the 
American taxpayer. I urge my colleagues to 
support this important legislation for the First 
District of Arizona.
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RIGHT TO LIFE ACT 

HON. DUNCAN HUNTER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 5, 2003

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-
troducing legislation that, if passed, will once 
and for all protect our unborn children from 
harm. Over 1.3 million abortions are per-
formed in the United States each year and 
over 38 million have been performed since 
abortion was legalized in 1973. This is a na-
tional tragedy. It is the duty of all Americans 
to protect our children—born and unborn. This 
bill, the Right to Life Act, would provide blan-
ket protection to all unborn children from the 
moment of conception. 

In 1973, the United States Supreme Court, 
in the landmark case of Roe v. Wade, refused 
to determine when human life begins and 
therefore found nothing to indicate that the un-
born are persons protected by the Fourteenth 
Amendment. In the decision, however, the 
Court did concede that, ‘‘If the suggestion of 
personhood is established, the appellants’ 
case, of course, collapses, for the fetus’ right 
to life would be guaranteed specifically by the 
Amendment.’’ Considering Congress has the 
constitutional authority to uphold the Four-
teenth Amendment, coupled by the fact that 
the Court admitted that if personhood were to 
be established, the unborn would be pro-
tected, it can be concluded that we have the 
authority to determine when life begins. 

The Right to Life Act does what the Su-
preme Court refused to do in Roe v. Wade 
and recognizes the personhood of the unborn 
for the purpose of enforcing four important 
provisions in the Constitution: (1) Sec. 1 of the 
Fourteenth Amendment prohibiting states from 
depriving any person of life; (2) Sec. 5 of the 
Fourteenth Amendment providing Congress 
the power to enforce, by appropriate legisla-
tion, the provision of this amendment; (3) the 
due process clause of the Fifth Amendment, 
which concurrently prohibits the federal gov-
ernment from depriving any person of life; and 
(4) Article I, Section 8, giving Congress the 
power to make laws necessary and proper to 
enforce all powers in the Constitution. 

This legislation will protect millions of future 
children by prohibiting any state or federal law 

that denies the personhood of the unborn, 
thereby effectively overturning Roe v. Wade. I 
firmly believe that life begins at conception 
and that the preborn child deserves all the 
rights and protections afforded an American 
citizen. This measure will recognize the un-
born child as a human being and protect the 
fetus from harm. The Right to Life Act will fi-
nally put our unborn children on the same 
legal footing as all other persons. I hope my 
colleagues will join me in support of this im-
portant effort.
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CONGRATULATING COLONEL 
FRANK STEER 

HON. NEIL ABERCROMBIE 
OF HAWAII 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 5, 2003

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
pleasure to extend my heartfelt aloha and con-
gratulations to Colonel Frank Steer, United 
States Army, retired. 

Colonel Steer, 102 years young, is a mem-
ber of the United States Military Academy 
Class of 1925 and holds the distinction of 
being the oldest living graduate of West Point. 

Frank Steer has a long record of out-
standing service to the United States. He en-
listed in the Army in World War 1, attained a 
commission after the war, and served as Pro-
vost Marshal of the Army’s Hawaiian Depart-
ment during World War II. Having responsi-
bility for enforcing martial law in Hawaii, he is 
widely credited with a human touch and sense 
of fairness during that difficult time. 

Having been commissioned an honorary 
major general in the Association of Wash-
ington Generals, Frank Steer is eminently 
qualified for honorary promotion to provost 
marshal of the United States Army and United 
States Air Force, and I am delighted to extend 
such recognition to him. 

Frank Steer is one of Hawaii’s living treas-
ures. He is part of our island history and 
played a major role in making our state a 
unique and special place. I join Frank Steer’s 
legion of friends and admirers in congratu-
lating him on a life well lived and for his un-
paralleled service to our nation.
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KEEPING SADDAM HUSSEIN IN A 
BOX 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 5, 2003

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 
I have a great deal of respect for the intellec-
tual capacity of those making policy in the 
Bush administration—so much respect that I 
find it very hard to believe that they them-
selves really believe the rationales they have 
put forward for their two current major policy 
initiatives: a major tax cut, including an aboli-
tion of the tax on some dividends, and a war 
in Iraq. 

Specifically, I do not believe that the top 
economists in the Bush administration really 
think that enactment of his latest tax relief 
package will have any significant near term 
stimulus effect on our sputtering economy. 

Similarly, I do not think that the administra-
tion’s foreign policy and defense experts really 
believe that Iraq is a significant threat to the 
United States. There are broader, philo-
sophical, ideological and political reasons be-
hind both proposals. 

In an extremely well argued, comprehensive 
essay published in the New York Times for 
February 2, John Mearsheimer and Stephen 
Walt very forcefully refute the argument that 
we must to war with Iraq because it is a threat 
to our security, and point our cogently what 
the negative effects of such a war will be on 
us. 

Because Mr. Mearsheimer and Mr. Walt do 
a very good job of making clear a case 
against going to war in Iraq, and because that 
is the single most important question now fac-
ing this country and this Congress, I ask that 
this essay be printed here.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 2, 2003] 
KEEPING SADDAM HUSSEIN IN A BOX 

(By John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. 
Walt) 

The United States faces a clear choice on 
Iraq: containment or preventive war. Presi-
dent Bush insists that containment has 
failed and we must prepare for war. In fact, 
war is not necessary. Containment has 
worked in the past and can work in the fu-
ture, even when dealing with Saddam Hus-
sein. 

The case for preventive war rests on the 
claim that Mr. Hussein is a reckless expan-
sionist bent on dominating the Middle East. 
Indeed, he is often compared to Adolf Hitler, 
modern history’s exemplar of serial aggres-
sion. The facts, however, tell a different 
story. 

During the 30 years that Mr. Hussein has 
dominated Iraq, he has initiated two wars. 
Iraq invaded Iran in 1980, but only after 
Iran’s revolutionary government tried to as-
sassinate Iraqi officials, conducted repeated 
border raids and tried to topple Mr. Hussein 
by fomenting unrest within Iraq. His deci-
sion to attack was not reckless, because Iran 
was isolated and widely seen as militarily 
weak. The war proved costly, but it ended 
Iran’s regional ambitions and kept Mr. Hus-
sein in power. 

Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait in 1990 arose 
from a serious dispute over oil prices and 
war debts and occurred only after efforts to 
court Mr. Hussein led the first Bush adminis-
tration unwittingly to signal that Wash-
ington would not oppose an attack. Contain-
ment did not fail the first time around—it 
was never tired. 

Thus, Mr. Hussein has gone to war when he 
was threatened and when he thought he had 
a window of opportunity. These consider-
ations do not justify Iraq’s actions, but they 
show that Mr. Hussein is hardly a reckless 
aggressor who cannot be contained. In fact, 
Iraq has never gone to war in the face of a 
clear deterrent threat. 

But what about the Iraqi regime’s weapons 
of mass destruction? Those who reject con-
tainment point to Iraq’s past use of chemical 
weapons against the Kurds and Iran. They 
also warn that he will eventually get nuclear 
weapons. According to President Bush, a nu-
clear arsenal would enable Mr. Hussein to 
‘‘blackmail the world.’’ And the real night-
mare is that he will give chemical, biological 
or nuclear weapons to Al Qaeda. 

These possibilities sound alarming, but the 
dangers they pose do not justify war. 

Mr. Hussein’s use of poison gas was des-
picable, but it tells us nothing about what he 
might do against the United States or its al-
lies. He could use chemical weapons against 
the Kurds and Iranians because they could 
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not retaliate in kind. The United States, by 
contrast, can retaliate with overwhelming 
force, including weapons of mass destruc-
tion. This is why Mr. Hussein did not use 
chemical or biological weapons against 
American forces or Israel during the 1991 
Persian Gulf War. Nor has he used such 
weapons since, even though the United 
States has bombed Iraq repeatedly over the 
past decade. 

The same logic explains why Mr. Hussein 
cannot blackmail us. Nuclear blackmail 
works only if the blackmailer’s threat might 
actually be carried out. But if the intended 
target can retaliate in kind, carrying out the 
threat causes the blackmailer’s own destruc-
tion. This is why the Soviet Union, which 
was far stronger than Iraq and led by men of 
equal ruthlessness, never tried blackmailing 
the United States. 

Oddly enough, the Bush administration 
seems to understand that America is not vul-
nerable to nuclear blackmail. For example, 
Condoleezza Rice, the national security ad-
viser, has written that Iraqi weapons of mass 
destruction ‘‘will be unusable because any 
attempt to use them will bring national ob-
literation.’’ Similarly, President Bush de-
clared last week in his State of the Union 
Address that the United States ‘‘would not 
be blackmailed’’ by North Korea, which ad-
ministration officials believe has nuclear 
weapons. If Iraq’s chemical, biological and 
nuclear arsenal is ‘‘unusable’’ and North Ko-
rea’s weapons cannot be used for blackmail, 
why do the President and Ms. Rice favor 
war? 

But isn’t the possibility that the Iraqi re-
gime would give weapons of mass destruction 
to Al Qaeda reason enough to topple it? No—
unless the administration isn’t telling us 
something. Advocates of preventive war have 
made Herculean efforts to uncover evidence 
of active cooperation between Iraq and Al 
Qaeda, and senior administration officials 
have put great pressure on American intel-
ligence agencies to find convincing evidence. 
But these efforts have borne little fruit, and 
we should view the latest reports of alleged 
links with skepticism. No country should 
weave a case for war with such slender 
threads. 

Given the deep antipathy between fun-
damentalists like Osama bin Laden and sec-
ular rulers like Saddam Hussein, the lack of 
evidence linking them is not surprising. But 
even if American pressure brings these un-
likely bedfellows together, Mr. Hussein is 
not going to give Al Qaeda weapons of mass 
destruction. He would have little to gain and 
everything to lose since he could never be 
sure that American surveillance would not 
detect the handoff. If it did, the United 
States response would be swift and dev-
astating. 

The Iraqi dictator might believe he could 
slip Al Qaeda dangerous weapons covertly, 
but he would still have to worry that we 
would destroy him if we merely suspected 
that he had aided an attack on the United 
States. He need not be certain we would re-
taliate, he merely has to think that we 
might. 

Thus, logic and evidence suggest that Iraq 
can be contained, even if it possesses weap-
ons of mass destruction. Moreover, Mr. Hus-
sein’s nuclear ambitions—the ones that con-
cern us most—are unlikely to be realized in 
his lifetime, especially with inspections 
under way. Iraq has pursued nuclear weapons 
since the 1970’s, but it has never produced a 
bomb, United Nations inspectors destroyed 
Iraq’s nuclear program between 1991 and 1998, 
and Iraq has not rebuilt it. With an embargo 
in place and inspectors at work, Iraq is fur-
ther from a nuclear capacity than at any 
time in recent memory. Again, why the rush 
to war? 

War may not be necessary to deny Iraq nu-
clear weapons, but it is likely to spur pro-

liferation elsewhere. The Bush administra-
tion’s contrasting approaches to Iraq and 
North Korea send a clear signal: we nego-
tiate with states that have nuclear weapons, 
but we threaten states that don’t. Iran and 
North Korea will be even more committed to 
having a nuclear deterrent after watching 
the American military conquer Iraq. Coun-
tries like Japan, South Korea and Saudi Ara-
bia will then think about following suit. 
Stopping the spread of nuclear weapons will 
be difficult in any case, but overthrowing 
Mr. Hussein would make it harder. 

Preventive war entails other costs as well. 
In addition to the lives lost, toppling Sad-
dam Hussein would cost at least $50 billion 
to $100 billion, at a time when our economy 
is sluggish and huge budget deficits are pre-
dicted for years. Because the United States 
would have to occupy Iraq for years, the ac-
tual cost of this war would most likely be 
much larger. And because most of the world 
thinks war is a mistake, we would get little 
help from other countries. 

Finally, attacking Iraq would undermine 
the war on terrorism, diverting manpower, 
money and attention from the fight against 
Al Qaeda. Every dollar spent occupying Iraq 
is a dollar not spent dismantling terrorist 
networks abroad or improving security at 
home. Invasion and occupation would in-
crease anti-Americanism in the Islamic 
world and help Osama bin Laden win more 
followers. Preventive war would also rein-
force the growing perception that the United 
States is a bully, thereby jeopardizing the 
international unity necessary to defeat glob-
al terrorism. 

Although the Bush administration main-
tains that war is necessary, there is a better 
option. Today, Iraq is weakened, its pursuit 
of nuclear weapons has been frustrated, and 
any regional ambitions it may once have 
cherished have been thwarted. We should 
perpetuate this state of affairs by maintain-
ing vigilant containment, a policy the rest of 
the world regards as preferable and effective. 
Saddam Hussein needs to remain in his box—
but we don’t need a war to keep him there.
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PAYING TRIBUTE TO JAY DIX 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, February 5, 2003

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to pay tribute to the 
memory of one of Colorado’s accomplished 
sons, Dr. Jay D. Dix. A former resident of 
Pueblo, Colorado, Jay Dix recently passed 
away, leaving behind a legacy as one of our 
country’s leading pathologists. As his family 
mourns their loss, I would like to take this time 
to highlight his life before this body of Con-
gress and this nation. 

Born in Germany to Harold Leon and Faith 
Louise Pfeffer Dix, Jay was raised in Pueblo, 
Colorado, where he graduated from Centen-
nial High School in 1966. In 1969, he married 
Mary Jay Stewart and started a two-year stint 
in the U.S. Army. After his service, Jay went 
on to graduate from Ohio Wesleyan University 
in 1973 and then, in 1977, from the University 
of Missouri School of Medicine. In 1980, Jay 
received his certification from the American 
Board of Pathology and started working as the 
medical examiner of Missouri’s Boone and 
Callaway counties. He also taught at the Uni-
versity of Missouri as an assistant professor of 
pathology and, in 1990, spent a year in New 
York City as its chief deputy medical exam-
iner. 

Beyond the recognition, education, and ex-
perience, Jay stood out for his professionalism 

and expertise. Investigators and law enforce-
ment professionals credit him as a great team 
member, one who contributed objectively to in-
vestigations. Perhaps it was his reputation for 
solid work that helped make him a key player 
in Missouri’s first criminal investigation that re-
lied almost entirely on DNA evidence. 

Mr. Speaker, I stand today to honor Dr. Jay 
D. Dix’s memory before this body of Congress 
and this nation. Jay has made many contribu-
tions to our community. His work as an in-
structor and as a medical examiner has 
touched thousands of lives and brought clo-
sure to many cases. I extend my sincere con-
dolences to his wife Mary, their daughters 
Kelsey and Melissa, and his mother Faith. 
Jay’s lifetime of contributions to this nation 
and to the communities he has served is wor-
thy of our praise, and I am proud to honor him 
today.
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TRIBUTE TO DR. FLORINE 
RAITANO 

HON. MARK UDALL 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, February 5, 2003

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, today 
I rise to honor Dr. Florine Raitano for her out-
standing contributions to rural Colorado. Flo 
will be stepping down as the Executive Direc-
tor of the Colorado Rural Development Coun-
cil (CRDC) at the end of January. She has 
been a leader in this organization for 10 years 
bringing new ideas and innovative solutions to 
Colorado’s rural communities. 

At this position, Flo has been a tireless ad-
vocate as working on such diverse issues as 
renewable energy, telecommunications, and 
teenage health, to name a few, in an effort to 
improve rural living. 

Rural communities often are many miles 
away from urban areas and lack much of the 
basic infrastructure and services most of us 
take for granted. One of the biggest needs in 
these areas include access to adult education 
opportunities for rural citizens so that they can 
enhance their skills and improve the quality of 
their lives. Most urban residents can find 
classes on almost anything, from cosmetology 
to computer science. These opportunities are 
rare for rural communities whose population 
are spread out over wide distances. Even on-
line computer courses can be difficult if users 
haven’t had training on how to use computers 
and the Internet. 

Living in Dillon, Colorado, Flo understands 
first hand the needs of these rural citizens and 
communities. Her work with the CRDC created 
a new volunteer program with Colorado State 
University Cooperative Extension to help resi-
dents learn how to use the Internet. Bringing 
rural areas up to speed on the information 
highway is critical if we are going to make 
sure that nobody is left behind. However, 
many rural areas are stuck on the information 
dirt road. Flo has worked with the state gov-
ernment to raise awareness and look for inno-
vative solutions to ensure these communities 
keep pace with the rest of Colorado. 

Colorado has a rich and vibrant farming and 
ranching history, which is also still an impor-
tant part of its economy. Looking forward, Flo 
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